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Detailed Action 

Status of Claims: 

Claims 1, 3-6, 8-17 are pending in this Office Action. 
Claims 2 and 7 are canceled. 
Claims 1,6, 10 are amended. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed in the amendment filed 1 1-3-05, have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive and are moot in view of added grounds of rejection. The reasons are 
set forth below. 

Applicant's invention as claimed : 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims I, 3-6, 8-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
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invention. The term 'ever' is used in the independent claim language but does not appear in the 
specification. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1, 3-6, 8-17 recites the limitation "ever" in claim preamble. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: The claim limitation recites displaying whether as user has 'ever 5 accessed 
a document. The term ever to denote as applicant is arguing is not present in the specification. 



Claims 1, 3, 5, 11, 6, 13, 15, 16, and 10 are rejected under 102(b) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent No. 4,974,173 by Stefik et al. 

Regarding claim 1, 

a method of indicating user access status for each of a plurality of users of collaborative 
groupware software (Stefik: col. 4, lines 43-50), said user access status indicating whether each 
particular user has ever accessed at least one document of said groupware (Stefik: col. 4, lines 
56-68), said method comprising the steps of: 

(a) displaying a status row bar in a view window of each user (Stefik: col. 4, lines 43-55); 

and 

(b) automatically providing a user access status indicating the user access status for every 
user of each document of said groupware in said displayed status row bar (Stefik: col. 4, lines 
35-68), said user access status indication being viewable by all of said plurality of users of the 
groupware (Stefik: col. 4, lines 43-68). 
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Regarding claim 3, the method according to claim 1, wherein when the users are divided into 
groups (Stefik: col. 4, lines 28-37), and wherein said user access status indication further shows 
what percentage of the users of each group have read each document for each group (Stefik: col. 
7, line 65- col. 8, line 20). 

Regarding claim 5, the method according to claim 1, wherein said status indication is provided 
by colors or patterns (Stefik: col. 7, lines 37-43). 

Regarding claim 1 1, the method according to claim 1, wherein said user status indicates whether 
a user has changed a document (Stefik: col. 4, lines 56-65). 

Regarding claim 6, an apparatus for carrying out a method of indicating a user access status 
regarding access to at least one document of collaborative groupware software for each of a 
plurality of users of groupware (Stefik: col. 4, lines 43-50), said user access status indicating 
whether each user has ever accessed status indicating whether each user has accessed at least one 
document of said groupware (Stefik: col. 4, lines 56-68), said apparatus comprising: 

a server connected to a network comprising a status determining component for 
automatically determining and updating user access status for every user of said plurality of users 
and a status database for storing a plurality of user access status indications (Stefik: col. 4, lines 
35-68; col. 1, lines 51-61); and 

at least one display device for displaying said user access status indications viewable by 
all of said plurality of users of groupware (Stefik: col. 4, lines 43-55). 

Regarding claim 13, the apparatus according to claim 6, wherein when the users are divided into 
groups (Stefik:. col. 4, lines 28-37), said user access status indication further shows what 
percentage of the users of each group have read each document for each group (Stefik: col. 7, 
line 65- col. 8, line 20). 

Regarding claim 15, the apparatus of claim 6 further comprising a manager operation section 
connected to said network and comprising a manager input device and a manager screen (Stefik: 
col. 5, lines 54-60). 

Regarding claim 16, the apparatus according to claim 6 further comprising a user operation 
section connected said network and including at least one user screen and at least one user input 
device (Stefik: col. 5, lines 54-60). 

Regarding claim 10, a program storage device readable by machine, tangibly embodying a 
program of instructions executable by the machine to perform method steps for indicating user 
access status for each of a plurality of users of collaborative groupware software (Stefik: col 4, 
lines 43-50), said user access status indicating whether each particular user has ever accessed at 
least one document of said groupware (Stefik: col. 4, lines 56-68), said method comprising the 
steps of: 
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(a) displaying a status row bar in a view window of each user (Stefik: col. 4, lines 43-55); 

and 

(b) automatically providing a user access status indication indicating the user access 
status for every user of each document of said groupware in said displayed status row bar (Stefik: 
col. 4, lines 35-68), said user access status indication being viewable by all of said plurality of 
users of the groupware (Stefik: col. 4, lines 43-68). 



Claims 4 and 14 are rejected under 103(a) as being unpatentable by U.S. Patent No* 
4,974,173 by Stefik et al in view of U. S. Patent No. 5,504,889 by Burgess. 

Regarding claim 4, the Stefik reference teaches the method according to claim 1. 

The Stefik reference does not explicitly state documents into groups. 

The Burgess reference teaches documents are divided into document groups, each of 
which consists of a plurality of documents (Burgess: col. 1, lines 26-35; category including one 
or more files), said method further comprising displaying a document group status indication 
showing whether at least one of the documents in each document group has not been read for 
each document group (Burgess: col. 2, lines 12-20). 

The Burgess reference further teaches the invention keeps track of which files remain 
unread by a user (Burgess: col. 1, lines 14-21). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the system of indicating user status in groupware as taught by Stefik while 
grouping documents and checking which documents in the group are unread as taught by 
Burgess in order to keep track of which files a user has not read (Burgess: col. 1, lines 14-21). 

Claim 14 is rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set fourth, the 
examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of Burgess et 
al and Stefik et al. 

Regarding claim 14, the apparatus of claim 6, where when the documents are divided into 
document groups, each of which consists of a plurality of documents (Burgess: col. 1, lines 26- 
35; category including one or more files), said method further comprising displaying a document 
group status indication showing whether at least one of the documents in each document group 
has not been read for each document group (Burgess: col. 2, lines 12-20). 

Claims 8 and 12 are rejected under 103(a) as being unpatentable by U.S. Patent No. 
4,974,173 by Stefik et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,230,185 by Salas et al. 

Regarding claim 12, the Stefik reference teaches the method according to claim 11. 

The Stefik reference does not explicitly state marking a document as "not read." 

The Salas reference teaches when a user changes a document, the user access status 
indication is automatically updated to "not read." (Salas: col. 5, lines 43-49). 
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The Salas reference further teaches the system allows users to perform work on files and 
objects locally and upload them to the server for viewing, comment, or further modification by 
other project team members (Salas: col. 12, lines 31-37). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the system of indicating user status in groupware as taught by Stefik while 
indicating whether a user has changed a document as taught by Salas in order to allow other 
project team members to view, comment, or further modify the file (Salas: col. 12, lines 31-37). 

Regarding claim 8, 

The Stefik reference teaches the apparatus according to claim 6, wherein said server 
further comprises a status update component, wherein when a user changes a document to 
provide an updated document (Stefik: col. 4, lines 56-65). 

The Stefik reference teaches indicating to other user when a change occurres but not 
setting the document to unread. 

The Salas reference teaches statuses of the other of said plurality of users are 
automatically set to "not read" in said status database for said document (Salas: col. 5, lines 43- 
49). 

The Salas reference further teaches the system allows users to perform work on files and 
objects locally and upload them to the server for viewing, comment, or further modification by 
other project team members (Salas: col. 12, lines 3 1-37). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the system of indicating user status in groupware as taught by Stefik while 
indicating whether a user has changed a document as taught by Salas in order to allow other 
project team members to view, comment, or further modify the file (Salas: col. 12, lines 31-37). 

Claim 9 is rejected under 103(a) as being unpatentable by U.S. Patent No. 4,974,173 
by Stefik et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,230,185 by Salas et al in further view of U.S 
Patent No. 5,842,195 by Peters et al. 

Regarding claim 9, 

The Stefik and Salas references teach the apparatus according to claim 8. 

The Stefik and Salas references do not explicitly state mail generation. 

The Peters reference teaches mail generation component from which a mail is sent to 
members of a specific group who have not read the document (Peters: col. 21, lines 21-36; mail 
sent to remind of the survey). 

The Peters reference further teaches the system tracks users responses and can be used to 
send reminders to those who have not responded to prompt action from a few more users (Peters: 
col. 21, lines 21-45). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the system of indicating user status in groupware as taught by Stefik and Salas 
while utilizing mail generation as taught by Peters in order to track users responses and send 
reminders to those who have not responded to prompt action from a few more users (Peters: col. 
21, lines 21-45). 



Application/Control Number: 09/675,883 
Art Unit: 2155 



Page 7 



Claim 17 is rejected under 103(a) as being unpatentable by U.S. Patent No. 
4,974,173 by Stefik et al in view of U.S Patent No. 5,842,195 by Peters et al. 

Regarding claim 17, 

The Stefik reference teaches the apparatus according to claim 6. 

The Stefik reference does not explicitly state mail generation. 

The Peters reference teaches mail generation component from which a mail is sent to 
members of a specific group who have not read the document (Peters: col. 21, lines 21-36; mail 
sent to remind of the survey). 

The Peters reference further teaches the system tracks users responses and can be used to 
send reminders to those who have not responded to prompt action from a few more users (Peters: 
col. 21, lines 21-45). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the system of indicating user status in groupware as taught by Stefik while 
utilizing mail generation as taught by Peters in order to track users responses and send reminders 
to those who have not responded to prompt action from a few more users (Peters: col. 21, lines 
21-45). 

Peters uses a mail generation object to provoke members through email to fill out a 
survey. The Stefik reference teaches the system that maintains users read/access of files of a 
system. Peters is relied upon for mail generation component but also teaches tracking user 
responses which is a related feature of the instant application and Stefik. 



REMARKS 

Applicant has amended the independent claims to recite an added limitation "ever" with 
regards to access of at least one document of said groupware. 
The Applicant Argues : 

The Stefik reference doesn't teach indicating access of documents that have been "ever" 
accessed by users of a groupware setting. 

In response , the examinerrespectfully submits: 
1. The Stefik reference does anticipate the amended claim limitation. The term 'ever' is 

used in applicant's arguments to denote displaying indication that access has been made in the 
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past. Applicant's arguments try to distinguish the claim language from Stefik by emphasizing 
'ever' versus 'current' or 'real-time* interactions. The examiner maintains Stefik reads open the 
amended claim language. Stefik teaches indicating user access on documents and files 
when'ever' activity by a user is made. Col. 4, lines 56-65 shows indication of the activity of 
users. Indication is given when'ever' a user accesses or changes data. Therefore for indication to 
be made, a user has to have 'ever' made a change or access by other users. 

2. Further the term 'ever' is objected to as not anticipated by the specification and is 
rejected under 1 12, first as not being disclosed in the specification. 

3. The recitation 'ever' has not been given patentable weight because the recitation occurs 
in the preamble. A preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely 
recites the purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the 
claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness but, instead, the process steps or 
structural limitations are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao y 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 
(CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). 

Stefik teaches displaying user status by indicating user's activities relating to shared data 
(col. 4, lines 21-24; 45-47). Data status such as changed or accessed is based on activity from 
users as is a 'not accessed' status. Data status cannot change without a user interaction or 
activity. 

With respect to claim 4, applicant argues the combination has non-obvious. 

Regarding claim 4, the Stefik reference teaches the method according to claim 1 . 

The Stefik reference does not explicitly state documents into groups. 

The Burgess reference teaches documents are divided into document groups, each of 
which consists of a plurality of documents (Burgess: col. 1, lines 26-35; category including one 
or more files), said method further comprising displaying a document group status indication 
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showing whether at least one of the documents in each document group has not been read for 
each document group (Burgess: col. 2, lines 12-20). 

The Burgess reference further teaches the invention keeps track of which files remain 
unread by a user (Burgess: col. 1, lines 14-21). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the system of indicating user status in groupware as taught by Stefik while 
grouping documents and checking which documents in the group are unread as taught by 
Burgess in order to keep track of which files a user has not read (Burgess: col. 1, lines 14-21). 

There is sufficient evidence to combine the multi-user system that displays an indication 
of user access as taught by Stefik with the document features of Burgess to keep track of which 
files that remain unread by a user. 

Regarding the Salas reference, applicant argues Salas does not state or suggest 
automatically tracking, updating or displaying/notifying users of a change. Salas: col. 5, lines 43- 
49 teaches the user access status indication is automatically updated to "not read" when a new 
file is created or a file is modified since the viewer last accessed it. "Not read" is the display and 
notification of a change as well as you can see the system performs tracking and updating of the 
files. The combination of Stefik and Salas teach the claimed limitations. 

Regarding the Peters reference, applicant argues the combination has non-obvious. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin R. Bruckart whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3982. The examiner can normally be reached on 8: 00-5 :30PM with every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on (571) 272-4006. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 



system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Benjamin R Bruckart 
Examiner 
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